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In response to the Final Office Action dated May 31, 2007 and to the Advisory Action 
dated October 2, 2007, a three-month shortened statutory period for response having been set to 
expire on August 31, 2007, the period for response having been extended to expire on November 
30, 2007 by the concurrent filing of a Request for a (three month) Extension of Time, Applicants 
respectfully request a Pre- Appeal Brief Panel to review and withdraw the rejections set forth in 
the outstanding Final Office Action. 



In the outstanding Final Office Action, claims 10-23 were rejected under 35 U.S. C. 
§ 103(a) over ISHIKAWA et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,963,925) in view of CHIU (U.S. Patent No. 
6,647,402). Claim 24 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over ISHIKAWA in view of CHIU, 
and further in view of GAUCHER (U.S. Patent No. 6,175,860). Each of the above rejections is 
traversed. 



Sir: 



REMARKS 
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The Advisory Action dated October 2, 2007 characterizes Applicants' previous traversal 
of the above-noted rejections in a Response filed on September 20, 2007 as being reasoned only 
on arguments that "Ishikawa does not [disclose] a home server appliance" and that a 
"[combination] of Chiu and Ishikawa has no motivation". However, this characterization of the 
traversal of the rejections is incorrect, and the rejections of the pending claims do not reflect 
proper consideration of the teachings of ISHIKAWA, CHIU and GAUCHER or the reasoning set 
forth in Applicants' previous Response. 

In relation to the rejection of independent claims 10, 16 and 20, the Advisory Action 
initially asserts that a gateway apparatus 903 in ISHIKAWA discloses a home server appliance 
as recited in the pending claims. However, the Advisory Action then acknowledges that the 
gateway apparatus 903 may not be a home appliance server as claimed. Rather, the Advisory 
Action then asserts that "it will be obvious [variation] of an ordinary skilled in the art to modify 
the teachings of Ishikawa to incorporate this gateway into any kind of server". Accordingly, the 
basis of the rejection of the independent claims is not firmly established. 

Further, the assertion that it would be obvious to incorporate the gateway apparatus 903 
of ISHIKAWA into any kind of server is not supported by any application of the obviousness 
factors set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 (1966). That is, this new assertion in 
the Advisory Action is entirely unsupported, let alone supported using an analysis of the 
obviousness factors as set forth in Graham v. John Deere. 

In any case, as described from column 13, line 57 to column 15, line 33, the embodiment 
shown in Figures 21-26 in ISHIKAWA is directed to enabling a HAVi device 2101 to be 
controlled by an IP device 2105. However, this is the only disclosure in any embodiment of 
ISHIKAWA of a gateway operating as a server, and relates to an unspecified server in a gateway 
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apparatus 2103 transmitting to the HAVi device 2101, and then receiving a reply from the HAVi 
device 2101 and transferring the reply to the IP device 2105. The entirety of the gateway 
apparatus 2103 in ISHIKAWA is not properly characterized as the home server apparatus recited 
in the pending claims, at least because ISHIKAWA specifies that a server is only a component in 
the gateway apparatus 2103. 

Further, any server disclosed with respect to a gateway apparatus 2103 is not disclosed in 
relation to any teaching of addressing an HAVi device 2101 or an IP device 2105. For example, 
even if generating a pseudo address in ISHIKAWA were considered to generically disclose 
generating and assigning an identification as in the pending claims, ISHIKAWA does not 
disclose that the unspecified server in the gateway apparatus 2103 generates the pseudo address. 

Accordingly, a server disclosed with respect to a gateway apparatus 2103 is wholly 
unrelated to the home server appliance recited in the pending claims, and the entirety of the 
gateway apparatus 2103 in ISHIKAWA is not properly characterized as such a server because 
ISHIKAWA i.) specifies that a server is only one of the (numerous) disclosed components in he 
gateway apparatus 2103 and ii.) specifies that features relating to addressing are performed by 
other of the numerous disclosed components in the gateway apparatus 2103, and not any server. 

Further, ISHIKAWA does not disclose that the pseudo-address generator of the gateway 
apparatus 2103 generates an address for a client appliance . Rather, the Abstract of ISHIKAWA 
discloses that the pseudo address is generated for a virtual device, which as seen in Figures 1, 9, 
14, 17 and 21, is a component of the gateway apparatus 2103 itself. Accordingly, even if a 
server in the gateway apparatus 2103 were properly interpreted as disclosing a home server 
appliance, such a server in the gateway apparatus 2103 does not generate identifications for 
client appliances as in the pending claims. 
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Moreover, even the pseudo address in ISHIKAWA is not disclosed as a "random" 
number as in the pending claims. In this regard, ISHIKAWA discloses, at column 6, lines 33-44, 
that a HAVi pseudo address is generated by supplementing a device global unique ID (GUID) 
with a smallest positive integer not already in use for an SW-Handle. However, ISHIKAWA 
discloses, at column 4, line 65 to column 5, line 14, that HAVi devices are pre-assigned a global 
unique ID (GUID), such that there would be no reason for a server in the gateway apparatus 
2103 to generate a separate distinguishing ID for such HAVi devices. 

Accordingly, not only does ISHIKAWA not disclose that a server in the gateway 
apparatus 2103 generates a random number, but there would not be any circumstance where 
client appliances in ISHIKAWA would benefit from assignment of a unique ID by a server in the 
gateway apparatus 2103 due to two client appliances having equal identifications. 

As set forth above, ISHIKAWA does not disclose 

• that a gateway apparatus 2 1 03 is properly characterized as a home server appliance 

• that a server in the gateway apparatus 2 1 03 generates a pseudo address 

• that a server in the gateway apparatus 2 1 03 assigns a pseudo address to a client appliance 

• that a pseudo address is a random number 

The Final Office Action and the Advisory Action each fail to resolve these deficiencies 
of ISHIKAWA and, indeed, fail to acknowledge with any certainty which of the above-noted 
deficiencies of ISHIKAWA are to be remedied by modification with secondary teachings, let 
alone which secondary teachings would be used to remedy the above-noted deficiencies. 
Further, the rejections of the pending claims are not supported by any proper application of the 
obviousness factors set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., and there is no evidence that 
teachings of the secondary documents could remedy the noted shortcomings of ISHIKAWA, let 
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alone a proper explanation as to why it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the present invention to so modify ISHIKAWA such that the pending claims 
could result. 

As set forth above, the outstanding rejections fail to establish a prima-facie obviousness 
rejection. Accordingly, independent claims 10, 16 and 20 are allowable over ISHIKAWA in 
view of CHIU. Claims 11-15, 17-19 and 21-24 are allowable at least for depending, directly or 
indirectly, from an allowable independent claim as well as for additional reasons related to their 
own recitations. In view of the above remarks, the rejection of claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is 
improper and should be withdrawn. 

Should there be any questions, any representative of the U.S. Patent and Trademark 
Office is invited to contact the undersigned at the below-listed telephone number. 



November 30, 2007 

GREENBLUM & BERNSTEIN, P.L.C. 
1950 Roland Clarke Place 
Reston, V A 20191 
(703)716-1191 



Respectfully Submitted, 
Young Hoon ROH et al. 




Reg. No. 29,027 
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